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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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eamed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ida (US 
4,839,125) in view of Nishi (JP 06-278148 - citations refer to attached machine translation). 

Regarding claim 6, Ida teaches producing a plate polymer from a polymerizable material 
containing methyl methacrylate (column 2, lines 15-17), using an apparatus having two endless 
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belts, continuous gaskets, a heating zone for solidifying the polymerizable material with a D/X 
ratio between 0.30 and 0.99 (column 6, lines 21-45). Ida teaches the rollers are spaced by 200 
mm and the diameters are 90 mm so the distance between the axes (X) is either 200 or 290 (2 
radii plus the distance between), either of which place D/X in the claimed range. Ida teaches the 
width of the belt is 800 mm and the diameter of the rolls is 90 mm (column 6, lines 22 and 32). 
The examiner interprets the width of the roll body portion is not substantially greater than the 
width of the belt, therefore the D/Z ratio is greater than 0.04. Alternatively, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to determine the desired 
width of the roll body portion because the roll body width needs to be optimized to be at least as 
wide as the belt but not too wide to incur unnecessary material costs. It has been held that 
optimization of a working variable is within routine skill of one in the art. Ida does not explicitly 
teach a laser beam emitter. Nishi, however, teaches monitoring and regulating dimensions in a 
plate/board production process using a laser emitting device (paragraph 0020). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the process 
of Ida to include a laser monitoring device because the device provides automated adjustments to 
the process based on detected variations from ideal dimensions (paragraph 0020). 

Regarding claim 7, Ida teaches producing a plate polymer from a polymerizable material 
containing methyl methacrylate (column 2, lines 15-17), using an apparatus having two endless 
belts, continuous gaskets, a heating zone for solidifying the polymerizable material with a D/X 
ratio between 0.30 and 0.99 (column 6, lines 21-45). Ida teaches the rollers are spaced by 200 
mm and the diameters are 90 mm so the distance between the axes (X) is either 200 or 290 (2 
radii plus the distance between), either of which place D/X in the claimed range. Ida teaches the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/54 1,155 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1791 

width of the belt is 800 mm and the diameter of the rolls is 90 mm (column 6, lines 22 and 32). 
The examiner interprets the width of the roll body portion is not substantially greater than the 
width of the belt, therefore the D/Z ratio is greater than 0.04. Alternatively, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to determine the desired 
width of the roll body portion because the roll body width needs to be optimized to be at least as 
wide as the belt but not too wide to incur unnecessary material costs. It has been held that 
optimization of a working variable is within routine skill of one in the art. Ida teaches the 
employing gaskets at both sides of the endless belt to regulate the spreading of the raw material 
(column 5, lines 13-16) but does not explicitly teach detecting the position of the raw material. 
Nishi, however, teaches it is known to detect the height of the raw material and adjust the 
feeding and shaping means accordingly (paragraph 0021). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply this teaching (detecting and 
adjusting) to the width of the material because, similar to the height dimension, it is desirable 
that the width dimension is constant. In other words, it would have been obvious to use the 
height dimension control means to control the width dimension. 

Regarding claim 8, Ida does not explicitly teach a laser beam emitter the sides of the belt 
and reflecting the laser to regulate the variation width. However, Nishi teaches monitoring and 
regulating dimensions in a plate/board production process using a laser emitting device 
(paragraph 0020). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the process of Ida to include a laser monitoring device because the device 
provides automated adjustments to the process based on detected variations from ideal 
dimensions (paragraph 0020). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/54 1,155 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1791 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed July 6, 2009 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Ida does not teach the claimed variation width. Ida teaches gaskets 
that control the variation width, as discussed above. 

Applicant argues that the positioning of the laser emitter and detector in Nishi cannot be 
applied to the claimed invention. Nishi is relied upon to show that laser detection is known in 
the continuous belt molding art. Correct placement of the emitter and detector would be 
determined on a case specific basis. Further, it has been held that rearrangement of parts is 
within routine skill of one in the art (MPEP 2144.04). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL T. PIERY whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5047. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8:30-7. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael T Piery/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



/Monica A Huson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



